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( 3 The two networks differ in terms of geographical coverage, yet there remains a high degree of overlap (table 1) . It is therefore surprising and potentially problematic to find inconsistencies in the data reported.
As part of an analysis of surveillance data, we compared data from the EISN and EuroFlu published reports. 1, 3 Taking into account data from only countries participating in both networks, we found that 28% of the data points were reported by only one network. Though the reports largely agreed with each other for the remaining data, 7% of the data listed by both bulletins was contradictory.
The inconstancies between reports raise important issues. First, these discrepancies seem to indicate that though a joint data entry system is in place 4 and though both networks operate according to the same reporting schedule, 3, 5 the same data are not always reaching both networks. It may also be possible that certain data are being deemed unsuitable during compilation and editing of the reports. Many of the participating countries have at least one institute listed as a national-contact point by one network but not the other;
1,3 this helps explain certain inconsistencies, but it is not evident what this apparent duplication of effort, and potential for errors and inconsistencies, offers in terms of benefits. Quantitative influenza surveillance data represents only a fraction of the information collected by EuroFlu and the EISN, yet discrepancies in these data sets reveal an area where increased coordination and cooperation may pay dividends in terms of data validity and the avoidance of duplication of institutional effort.
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